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3.1. The sample for which responses were obtained consisted of 
403 subjects, of whom 399 listed their mother tongue as Czech or 
Slovak. Considering the delicate political atmosphere prevailing 
in the country at the time of my research, special effort was made 
to select subjects sine ira et studio, even though the questionnaire 
was scrupulously apolitical. Because the amount of time available 
for the study was limited, it was not possible to secure a sample 
which conformed exactly to the characteristics of the country's 
adult population: it is thus a nonprobability sample. The extent 
of its bias may be seen from Tables 1 through 3. 18 
The sample fares best with respect to sex, where it nearly 
matches the actual proportions. In the category of age, the sample 
favors the l8-to-24 and 25-to-39 ranges, approximates the 40-to-59 
range, and underrepresents the sixty-year-old and older by about one 
half. For the Czechs, the sample draws primarily on Bohemia at the 
expense of Moravia. Concerning the educational background of the 
subjects, those with an education going beyond the basic required 
course of study are heavily favored, though not quite as much in the 
Czech Socialist Republic as it appears from the figures for Czecho-
slovakia as a whole, since these figures reflect the significantly 
lower educational background of the older population in the Slovak 
Socialist Republic. The bias of the sample in the category of pres-
ent occupation is by far not as pronounced as the figures would seem 
to indicate. Not only are some of the categories for which figures 
were available insufficiently discriminating (in particular, cate-
32 
gories 7.1-7.3), but the tendency of many to seek white-collar em-
ployment, and for others to be classified as "workers" by virtue of 
their assigned jobs, makes the categories much less meaningful than 
one would expect. The sample on which this study is based may thus 
be defined as best representing the white-collar population with 
well-above-average education between the ages of 18 and about fifty 
(that is, those born or brought up between the end of World War I 
and the early fifties). 
One caution cannot be overemphasized: the results given below 
must not be taken as a gratuitous attempt to offer an overall char-
acterization of the Czech and the Slovak peoples. The analysis im-
plies no other claims than those justified by the size and bias of 
the sample; accordingly, the terms "Czech(s)" and "Slovak(s)" must 
be considered in that context. 
3.2. In Table 4, the first set of five columns gives the re-
sponse frequencies (in percentages) for the Czechs (C) and Slovaks 
(S) to the thirty-four items of the schedule (small discrepancies 
in the percentage totals reflect the fact that occasionally a sub-
ject did not check every scale). From left to right, the five 
columns correspond to the five spaces of each scale. The second 
set of five columns, similarly arranged, ranks the values of the 
response frequencies. The index of dissimilarity is given in the 
last column of the table. 19 
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OUr first task will be to identify the extent to which the re-
sponses to the value orientations here tested are similar (or dif-
ferent) when Czechs and Slovaks are compared. The parameters set 
up for this purpose are four: identities, likenesses, similarities, 
and resemblances. 
Identities in value orientations between the Czechs and Slovaks 
with respect to individual items of the schedule are defined, in the 
context of this study, as those instances in which the rank orders 
of response frequencies for both Czechs and Slovaks coincide. 
Likenesses in value orientations between the Czechs and Slovaks 
with respect to individual items of the schedule are defined as those 
instances--other than identities--in which no less than four fifths 
(80 percent) of all responses for both Czechs and Slovaks extend 
over coincident rank assignments. 
Similarities in value orientations between the Czechs and Slo-
vaks with respect to individual items of the schedule are defined 
as those instances--other than identities or likenesses--in which 
no less than 65 percent of all responses for both Czechs and Slo-
vaks extend over coincident rank assignments. 
Resemblances in value orientations between the Czechs and Slo-
vaks with respect to individual items of the schedule are defined 
as those instances--other than identities, likenesses, or similari-
ties--in which no less than 50 percent of all responses for both 
Czechs and Slovaks extend over coincident rank assignments. 
Accordingly, we establish three identities: for Item 11 
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(collaterality as against individualism), Item 21 (present as against 
future), and Item 23 (discipline imposed from within as against dis-
cipline imposed from without); four likenesses: for Item 3 (doing as 
against being), Item 5 (past as against present), Item 17 (a prag-
matic as against a theoretical approach to solving problems), and 
Item 28 (containing emotions as against expressing them); four simi-
larities: for Item 6 (individualism as against lineality in the con-
text of an interest group), Item 18 (being as against being-in-becom-
ing), Item 27 (setting a good example as against well-meaning criti-
cism) , and Item 34 (tense as against relaxed life-style); arid ten 
resemblances: for Item 1 (past as against future), Item 2 (subject 
to nature as against mastering nature), Item 8 (proper place for a 
woman in the society), Item 10 (nationalistic as against supra-
national outlook), Item 13 (in harmony with nature as against master-
ing nature), Item 14 (cleanliness as an intrinsic ethical value as 
against an extrinsic one), Item 15 (criticism as against praise in 
rearing children), Item 19 (human nature basically good as against 
basically evil), Item 22 (subject to nature as against in harmony 
with nature), and Item 29 (sources of differences in social status). 
We next examine Table 4 for sharply contrasting responses. In 
the context of this study, contrarieties in value orientations be-
tween Czechs and Slovaks are defined as those instances in which the 
rank order assignments for Czechs and Slovaks in the first and also 
in the last column are 3 or 4 degrees apart, and the corresponding 
responses total at least 50 percent both for Czechs and for Slovaks. 
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Responses to Item 32 (whether human nature is viewed with trust or 
with suspicion) come closest to this requirement: they satisfy the 
first but not the second condition (42.98 percent of the Czechs and 
42.04 percent of the Slovaks). Within the scope of this study and 
in terms of the definition, no contrarieties have been established. 
It will be noted that the index of dissimilarity correlates 
only partially with the parameters established and discussed above. 20 
This is to be expected inasmuch as this index is not designed to 
take into account the extent to which changed responses would have 
to be redistributed over the scale to achieve identity. Thus, while 
the index serves the useful function of providing a raw measure of 
the differences in value orientations between the Czechs and the 
Slovaks, it is not sufficiently discriminating for our purposes.2l 
3.3. Value orientation profiles of this section are based on 
Table 4. Response frequencies for Columns 1 through 5 are repre-
sented in simple percentage bar charts, the arrangement of both the 
columns and the bars corresponding to the five-step scale of Ques-
tionnaire B (Column or Bar 1 extreme left space of the question-
naire scale, Column or Bar 5 = extreme right space of the ques-
tionnaire scale, etc.). Column or Bar 3 denotes disagreement or 
ambivalence. 
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Item 1: Both the Czechs (C) and the Slovaks (S) distinctly 
favor orientation toward the future rather than toward the past, as 
shown in the value orientation profiles below. <Compare also Item 12 
which is designed to elicit responses to a like set of propositions.) 
Percent C-l Percent 8-1 
100 100 
90 90 
80 80 
70 70 
60 60 
50 50 
40 40 
30 30 
20 20 
10 10 
0 0 
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
40 
Item 2: Both the Czechs (C) and the Slovaks (S) tend toward 
aspiring to control nature rather than toward subjection to nature 
to the extent shown in the value orientation profiles below. 
Percent C-2 Percent S-2 
100 100 
90 90 
80 80 
70 70 
60 60 
50 50 
40 40 
30 30 
20 20 
10 10 
0 0 
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
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Item 3: Both the Czechs (C) and the Slovaks (S) regard orienta-
tion toward doing as overwhelmingly preferable to orientation toward 
being, as shown in the value orientation profiles below. 
Percent C-3 Percent S-3 
100 100 
90 90 
80 80 
70 70 
60 60 
50 50 
40 40 
30 30 
20 20 
10 10 
0 0 
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
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Item 4: In the context of a kin group, the Slovaks (S) tend 
more decidedly than the Czechs (C) toward lineality rather than in-
dividualism, as shown in the value orientation profiles below. 
(For a contrast in the context of an interest group, see Item 6.) 
Percent C-4 Percent $-4 
100 100 
90 90 
80 80 
70 70 
60 60 
50 50 
40 40 
30 30 
20 20 
10 10 
0 0 
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
4 3 
Item 5: Both the Czechs (C) and the Slovaks (S) regard orienta-
tion toward the present as overwhelmingly preferable to orientation 
toward the past, as shown in the value orientation profiles below. 
Percent C-5 Percent 5-5 
100 100 
90 90 
80 80 
70 70 
60 60 
50 50 
40 40 
30 30 
20 20 
10 10 
0 .... ~ ........... 0 
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
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Item 6: In the context of an interest group, the Czechs (C) 
and the Slovaks (S) tend toward individualism rather than toward 
lineality, as shown in the value orientation profiles below. (Por 
a contrast in the context of a kin group, see Item 4.) 
Percent C-6 Percent S-6 
100 100 
90 90 
80 80 
70 70 
60 60 
50 50 
40 40 
30 30 
20 20 
10 10 
0 0 
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
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Item 7: As shown in the value orientation profiles below, the 
Czechs (C) appear undecided as to their preference between an orderly 
approach and a spontaneous, creative approach to doing things, while 
the Slovaks (S) tend to favor the latter approach. (Compare also 
Item 20 which is designed to elicit responses to a like set of 
propositions.) 
Percent C-7 Percent S-7 
100 100 
90 90 
80 80 
70 70 
60 60 
50 50 
40 40 
30 30 
20 20 
10 10 
0 0 
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
46 
._- --- - - - -...,------ -- ------ - --- - --.. _----- - - _. - - .- ---
Item 8: Both the Czechs (C) and the Slovaks (S) prefer for 
women to be in the home rather than at work beside the man, as 
shown in the value orientation profiles below. 
Percent C-8 Percent S-8 
100 100 
90 90 
80 80 
70 70 
60 60 
50 50 
40 40 
30 30 
20 20 
10 10 
0 0 
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
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Item 9: The Czechs (C) and the Slovaks (S) differ as to whether, 
in rearing children, value should be placed on sustained parental 
authority (preferred by the Slovaks) or on the children's indeppnd-
ence of spirit (preferred by the Czechs). The extent of the differ-
ence in their views is shown in the value orientation profiles below. 
Percent C-9 Percent 5-9 
100 100 
90 90 
80 80 
70 70 
60 60 
50 50 
40 40 
30 30 
20 20 
10 10 
0 0 
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
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Item 10: As shown in the value orientation profiles below, 
both the Czechs (C) and the Slovaks (S) consider their obligation 
toward humanity as decidedly more import ant than a narrowly na -
tionali stic commitment. 
Percent C-IO Percent S-10 
100 100 
90 90 
80 80 
70 70 
60 60 
50 50 
40 40 
30 30 
20 20 
10 10 
0 0 
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
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Item 11: Both the Czechs (C) and the Slovaks (S) regard orien-
tation toward collaterality as decidedly preferable to orientation 
toward individualism, as shown in the value orientation profiles 
below. 
Percent c -11 Percent 5-11 
100 100 
90 90 
80 80 
70 70 
60 60 
50 50 
40 40 
30 30 
20 20 
10 10 
0 0 
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
50 
Item 12: The Czechs (C) and the Slovaks (S) distinctly favor 
orientation toward the future rather than toward the past, as shown 
in the value orientation profiles below. (Compare also Item 1 which 
is designed to elicit responses to a like set of propositions.) 
Percent C-12 Percent 5-12 
100 100 
90 90 
80 80 
70 70 
60 60 
50 50 
40 40 
30 30 
20 20 
10 10 
0 0 
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
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Item 13: To the extent shown in the value orientation profiles 
below, both the Czechs (C) and the Slovaks (S) tend toward attempt-
ing to master nature rather than toward being in harmony with nature. 
Percent C-13 Percent 5-13 
100 100 
90 90 
80 80 
70 70 
60 60 
50 50 
40 40 
30 30 
20 20 
10 10 
0 0 
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
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Item 14: As shown in the value orientation profiles below, both 
the Czechs (C) and the Slovaks (S) are definite in considering clean-
liness and neatness to be intrinsic ethical values. 
Percent C- 14 Percent 5-14 
100 100 
90 90 
80 80 
70 70 
60 60 
50 50 
40 40 
30 30 
20 20 
10 10 
0 0 
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
53 
Item 15: In rearing children, both the Czechs (C) and the Slo-
vaks (S) place much greater empnas i s on criticism than on pr aise , 
as shown in the value orientation profiles below. 
Percent C-15 Percent S-15 
100 100 
90 90 
80 80 
70 70 
60 60 
50 50 
40 40 
30 30 
20 20 
10 10 
0 0 
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
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Item 16: As shown in the va~ue orientation profiles below, the 
Czechs (C) lean decidedly toward lineality rather than collaterali-
ty, while the Slovaks (S) show an opposite tendency. 
Percent C-16 Percent S-16 
100 100 
90 90 
80 80 
70 70 
60 60 
50 50 
40_ 40 
30 30 
20 20 
10 10 
a 0 
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
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Item 17: Both the Czechs" (C) and the Slovaks (S) prefer, to 
the same over whelming ext ent, a theoretica l (menta lis tic) approach 
to solving pr obl ems r a t her than a pragmatic (pr actica l, mechanis t i c ) 
approach, as s hown in the v a lue orientat ion prof iles below. 
Percent C-17 Percent S-1 7 
100 100 
90 90 
80 80 
70 70 
60 60 
50 50 
40 40 
30 30 
20 20 
10 10 
, " 
0 0 
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
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It_In 18: 'As shown in thevalueorientationprofl1es below, 
both the Czechs (C) and the Slovaks (S) are clearly o~iented toward 
being-in-b~coming rather than toward being. 
Percent C-18 Percent S-18 
1.00 100 
90 90 
80 80 
70 7() 
, 
. : . 
60 60 
~ ~ 
40 40 
~O 30 
20 20 
10, 10 
0 0 
! - ~ - • . ,,~ 
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
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Item 19: : As shown in the value ori,~ntation profiles below" the 
Czechs (C) are about equally split in their judgment as to. whetqer 
human nature is basically good or evil, while the Slovaks (S) tend 
to view it as good, though by only a small margin. 
Percent C-19 Percent 5-19 
., 
100 100 ·r" 
',' ~  
90 .: 90 .~ 
i 't 80 80 ') 
.: 
i '1 ~o:: ~. 
70 ! ~ 70 ~. 
.' 
" IX' 
60 i 60 
~ t i;~ · 
~; "'.' ~ 50 (. 50 j ;" , , 
)~ 
,*.: . .' '-', 
~t 
~ . $" 'I. . ., t ~ . 
<;I: 
40 ; 40 
,:. ;.,.. 
30 .. 30 
20 
i;. 
It"': 
10 r'-lO 
.. 
~:-
0 :' ~ " .. , 0 
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
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Item 20: As shown in the value orientation profiles below, the 
. ! 
Czechs (C) appear undecided as to their preference between an order-
ly approach and a spontaneous, creative approach to doing things, 
while the Slovaks (S) tend to favor the f ormer approach. (Compare 
also Item 7 which is designed to elicit responses to a like set of 
propositions,. ) , 
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Item 21: To the extent shown in the value orientation profiles 
below, the Czechs (C) and the Slov~s (S) moderately favor orienta-
tion toward the future rather than toward the present. 
Percent C-21 percent 5-21 
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Item 22: Both the Czechs (C) and .the Slovaks (S) distinctly 
favor being in harmony with nature over being subject to nature, 
as shown in the value orientation profiles below. 
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Item 23: Both the Czechs (C) and the Slovaks (S) distinctly 
prefer discipline imposed from within to acceptable discipline im-
posed from without,as shown in the value orientation profiles be-
low. 
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Item 24: As shown in the value orientation profiles below, 
the Czechs (C) appear undecided between a being-in-becoming orien-
tation and a doing orientation, while the Slovaks (S) clearly 
favor the doing orientation. 
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Item 25: As shown in the value orientation profiles below, 
both the Czechs (C) and the Slovaks (S) heavily favor an idealistic 
outlook on life as opposed to a materialistic one. 
Percent C-25 Percent 5-25 
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Item 26: As shown in the value orientation profiles below, 
both the Czechs (C) and the Slovaks (S) tend toward belief in abso-
l ute ethical values rather than toward acceptance of so-called 
situational ethics. 
Percent C-26 percent 5-26 
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Item 27 : As shown in the value orientation profiles below, 
both the Czechs (C) and, to a lesser degree, the Slovaks (S) prefer 
not to be criticized, even if the criticism is \vell meant. 
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Item 28 : In a crisis situation, both the Czechs · (C) and the 
Slovaks ·(S) decidedJy favor the containment of emotions over the 
expression of emotions, as shown in the value orientation profiles 
below. 
Percent C-28 Percent S-28 
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Item 29: Both the Czechs (C) and the Slovaks (S) appear unde-
cided as to whether differences in social status can be attributed 
t o educational background or to innate capability, as shown in the 
value orientation profiles below. 
Percent C-29 Percent S-29 
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Item 30: As .shown in the value orientation profiles below, 
both the Czechs (C) and the Slovaks (S) appear undecided as to 
, . . 
whether in a crisis situation--provided their parents are no longer 
living--they should turn for help to' relatives of the same genera-
tion or to close friends. 
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Item 31: As shown in the value orientation profiles below, the 
Czechs (C) more decidedly than the Slovaks (S) consider generosity 
t o be a more highly valued per sonality trait than thriftiness . 
Percent C-31 Percent 5-31 
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Item 32: As shown in the value orientation profiles below, 
the SJ.ovaks (S) are undecided as to whether to view human nature 
with trust or with suspicion, while the Czechs (C ) displ ay a cautious 
optimism in the matter. 
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Item 33: To the extent shown in the value orientation profiles 
below, traditional religious belief predominates over a materialis-
tic (scientific) outlook among both the Czechs (C) and the Slovaks 
(S) • 
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Item 34: As shown in the value orientation profiles below, 
both the Czechs (C) and the Slovaks (S) evidence a strong belief 
that a relaxed life-style can be cultivated and that the tense 
life-style increasingly found in modern societies need not be ac-
cepted. 
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3.4. There are a number of instances of diffused value orien-
tations. In the context of this study, value orientation scatter 
with respect to individual items of the schedule occurs whenever 
the response frequency for Column 3 is greater than 13 percent and 
the sum of response frequencies for Columns 2 through 4 exceeds 
51 percent. 
For the Czechs, value orientation scatter is found with re-
spect to Items 4, 7, 13, 19, 20, 26, 29, 30, and 32. 
For the Slovaks, value orientation scatter occurs with respect 
to Items 7, 19, 26, 27, 29, 30, and 32. 
The agreement is rather striking, extending for both the 
Czechs and the Slovaks to Items 7, 19, 26, 29, 30, and 32. 
Thus, as a whole, both the Czechs and the Slovaks of our sam-
ple do not show clear preference when choosing between an orderly 
and a spontaneous approach to doing things; are undecided as to 
whether humans are fundamentally good and hence worthy of trust, 
or evil and therefore suspect; vacillate between commitment to ab-
solute ethical standards, and moral decisions reached ad hoc; are 
uncertain concerning the sources of differences in social status; 
and in a crisis situation seem just as prone to seek help from close 
friends as from relatives. In addition, the Czechs, in the context 
of a kin group, balance deference to an older generation with de-
cisions made independently or in self-interest, and they tend to 
think of nature both as a partner and as a force to be conquered. 
For the Slovaks, criticism appears to hold a great deal of embar-
rassment, yet it also serves as an important key to improvement. 
74 
------_._ - ----- - ---- - - --- ----------- - - - - ----- ---- - - -
3.5. There are also some instances in which high values for 
response . frequencies obtain at both extremes of a scale (i.e., in 
Columns 1 and 5). In the context of this study , bipolarity in value 
orientations with respect to individual items of the schedule occurs 
whenever the response frequency for both Column 1 and Column 5 eX-
ceeds 25 percent • . 
For the Czechs, bipolarity in value orientations is found with 
respect to Item 24; for the Slovaks, with respect to Items 2, 6, 13, 
and 31-
Thus, the Czechs as a whole are sharply divided between the 
being-in-becoming orientation and the doing orientation. This bi-
polarity is neatly confirmed by the responses to Item 3 (orientation 
toward doing is heavily favored over orientation t01rlard being) and 
Item 18 (orientation toward bein9:-in-becoming is heavily favored 
over orientation toward being). 
The Slovaks as ·a whole are sharply divided when contemplating 
their · relationships, with nature or with other members of an inter-
est group, as well as when deciding whether generOsity or thrifti-
ness is the more desirable personal attribute. 
3.6. In this secti.on, the available data on value orientations 
among the Czechs will be examined according to sex and age (18-24, 
25-39, 40-59, 60 and above). (Overall value orientation profiles 
for the Czechs are found in Section 3.3.) 
Item 1: Young Czechs, both males and females, tend to favor 
orientation toward the future (rather than toward the past) more than 
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do their elders. Thus, in Column 5, 60.53 percent of males between 
25 and 39 compare with 41.67 percent of those 60 and above. Por fe-
males, the corresponding figures are even farther apart: 77.0S per-
cent of those between 25 and 39 but only 30.77 percent of those 60 
and above distinctly favor orientation toward the future. 
Item 2: While younger Czechs tend toward aspiring to control 
nature (in Columns 4 and 5 taken together, Sl.5S percent of males 
and 64.5S percent of females between 25 and 39), older Czechs are 
r e ady to accept subjection to nature (in Column 1, 41.67 percent 
of males and 69.23 percent of females 60 and above). 
Item 3: No significant differences with respect to sex and age. 
Item 4: No significant differences with respect to sex and age. 
Item 5: No significant differences with respect to sex and age. 
Item 6: Individualism is most strongly represented among male 
Czechs between 25 and 39 (71.06 percent for Columns 1 and 2) and 
female Czechs between 40 and 59 (65.72 percent for Columns 1 and 2), 
linea1ity among Czechs 60 and above (in Column 5, 41.67 percent for 
males and 76.92 percent for females). 
Item 7: No significant differences with respect to sex and age. 
Item S: Male Czechs 25 and above and female Czechs 40 and 
above decidedly prefer women to be in the home rather than at work 
beside the man; female Czechs between IS and 39 are about evenly 
split in their preference. 
Item 9: Czechs 60 and above tend to stress sustained parental 
authority in rearing children; younger Czechs place greater value 
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on the children's independence of spirit; female Czechs between 18 
and 24 are about evenly split in their preference. 
Item 10: Among male Czechs obligation toward humanity increases 
with age (from 47.37 percent for those between 18 and 24 to 75 per-
cent for those 60 and above in Column 5). Among female Czechs, the 
humanistic bias is stronger in those below 40. 
Item 11: Czechs 60 and above show strongest collateral (as 
against individualistic) orientation. 
Item 12: No significant differences with respect to sex and 
age. 
Item 13: Tendency toward attempting to master nature is strong-
est among male Czechs between 25 and 39 and female Czechs between 18 
and 24. Harmony with nature is more eagerly sought by those 60 and 
above. 
Item 14: No significant differences with respect to sex and 
age. 
Item 15: In rearing children, there is a somewhat lesser em-
phasis on criticism among female Czechs than among maJ.e Czechs. 
Item 16: Among both male and female Czechs preference toward 
lineality rather than collaterality increases with age. 
Item 17: No significant differences with respect to sex and 
age. 
Item 18: Female Czechs are somewhat less decidedly oriented 
toward being-in-becoming (rather than toward being) than are male 
Czechs. 
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Item 19: Among male Czechs between 18 and 24, 57.89 percent of 
responses fall in Column 3. There seems to be an increasing tenden-
cy with .age to view human nature as good. 
Item 20: Male Czechs and older female Czechs prefer an orderly 
approach to doing things, female Czechs between 18 and 39 tend toward 
creativeness and spontaneity. 
Item 21: Czechs of both sexes between 40 and 59 favor orienta-
tion toward the future (rather than toward the present) more strong-
ly than the other age groups. 
Item 22: No significant differences with respect to sex and age. 
Item 23: Among male Czechs, readiness to accept discipline im-
posed from without increases with age; this is not true of female 
Czechs who, particularly if they are older, favor discipline im-
posed from within. 
Item 24: Preference for a being-in-becorning (rather than a do-
ing) orientation increases with age among Czechs. 
Item 25: No significant differences with respect to sex and age. 
Item 26: Among male Czechs between 18 and 24, 57.89 percent of 
responses fall in Column 3. While belief in absolute ethical values 
(in preference to so-called situational ethics) increases with age, 
substantial numbers of subjects of both sexes and of all age groups 
are undecided. 
Item 27: Among both male and female Czechs, the dislike of 
criticism--even if well meant--increases with age. 
Item 28: No significant differences with respect to sex and age. 
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Item 29: Innate capability is thought by Czechs 60 and above to 
be more crucial than educational background in determining social 
status. 
Item 30: In a crisis situation,female Czechs between 18 
and 39 prefer to turn for help--provided their parents are no longer 
living--to close friends, those 40 and above to relatives of the 
same generation. Both young and old male Czechs in the same circum-
stances overwhelmingly prefer relatives of the same generation. Male 
Czechs between 25 and 59 are undecided. 
Item 31: With increasing age, Czechs of both sexes tend to 
favor generosity less decidedly and to lean toward thriftiness as 
a valued personality trait. 
Item 32: No significant differences with respect to sex and 
age. 
Item 33: Among fem~le Czechs, traditional r~ligious belief in-
creases with 'age at the expense of a materialistic (scientific) out-
look (figures for Column 1 'are: 18-24, 21.21 percent; 25-39, 22.92 
percent; 40-59, ;57~14 percent; and 60 and above, 84.62 percent). 
Among male Czechs, those between 18 and 24 and those 60 and above 
,. 
are less materialistically inclined than the two age groups in be-
tween. A fairly high percentage of those between 25 and 39 are un-
decided (28.95 percent). 
Item 34: No significant differences with respect to sex and 
age. 
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3.7. In Section 3.4, value orientation scatter was defined and 
found to be present for the Czechs in Items 4, 7, 13, 19, 20, 26, 29, 
30, and 32, and for the Slovaks in Items 7, 19, 26, 27, 29, 30, and 
32. In section 3.5, bipolarity in value orientations was defined 
and found to be present for the Czechs in Item 24 and for the Slo-
vaks in Items 2, 6, 13, and 31. The mean value of all response fre-
quencies for Column 3 (disagreement with either of the two statements 
of <,m item or a feeling of ambivalence) is 13.92 percent for the 
Czechs and 15.72 percent for the Slovaks. l.\Thile one would \vish to 
compare these figures with comparable figures from other cultures--
which at present are not available--it is my tentative impression 
that the data indicate an ambivalence with respect to values. If 
this is so, one would no doubt look for causes of this ambivalence 
in the various socioeconomic and political changes which have en-
veloped Czechoslovakia since the fateful year of 1938. 
Another noteworthy observation concerns the comparison of the 
Czechs and the Slovaks which heretofore has been subject to differ-
ent impressionistic and intuitive judgments. In Section 3.2, iden-
tities, likenesses, similarities, and resemblances were defined and 
found to number three, four, four, and ten respectively. The mean 
value of the indices of dissimilarity for Items 1 through 34 is 
11.86, indicating that only 11.86 percent of both Czechs and Slo-
vaks would have to change their responses to achieve identity. No 
contrarieties (also defined in 3.2) have been established. Compari-
son of the Czechs and the Slovaks has thus been put on a more empirical 
basis and the two peoples found remarkably close in their respective 
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